THE MEANING OF THEORY AND THEORIZING
By the concept of theory, one may refer to a formulation concerning some universal (social) mechanisms, the functioning of which the theory is supposed to explain. Thus, although qualitative inquiry usually deals with a singular case, within this notion of theory-and the underlying ontologythe case analysis is supposed to shed light on such a general system or mechanism.
However, in cultural studies a case example being analyzed in a qualitative investigation is conceived differently Instead of trying to generalize understandings, cultural studies and other constructionist approaches aim to particularize understandings of the social. The latter implicates the local, while the former indirectly aims to obviate the local. Instead of assuming that any corner of social reality leads to the traces of some universals to be pointed out in the final analysis, in cultural studies a case study is understood to reveal a local and historically specific cultural or &dquo;bounded&dquo; system (cf. Stake, 1995) . Before going any further, the task of the researcher is to figure out a local structure of meanings, to &dquo;crack&dquo; a case in such a way that it is possible to understand something that was odd or inconceivable at the outset. To maintain that in a case study one is dealing with a local (no matter how historically &dquo;common&dquo; or geographically widespread) phenomenon means that structures of meaning are always considered as historically and culturally specific. Getting a grasp on a culture and its worldview or structure of meanings does not get us any nearer to understanding another culture, except for the fact that we may better realize how different cultures may be.
THE FUNCTION OF THEORY IN CULTURAL STUDIES
This is where theory comes into play Instead of understanding theory as a set of generalized statements about some universal social mechanisms to be used as hypotheses in explaining local phenomena, cultural studies sees theories as different frameworks. Theories do not suggest how to explain this or that phenomenon, but they provide different viewpoints to social reality. In doing so, they enable a reflexive perspective to the &dquo;natural attitude,&dquo; which would otherwise provide the framework within which the researcher conceives of the phenomenon. In that sense, qualitative research is indeed a theorizing process, because the whole point in social research is to come up with new viewpoints to the mundane reality organized by the natural attitude, and in doing so to find out new things about it.
When we conceive of theory as a framework, not narrowly as a theory of a particular problem, it is obvious that a theoretical frame is embedded in any research design. A theoretical framework is not something that can be added to an otherwise completed research design. Rather (Alasuutari & Siltari, 1983) , and the follow-up to this study, The Local Tavern (Sulkunen, Alasuutari, Natkin, & Kinnunen, 1985 ; see also Alasuutari, 1992, pp. 21-56) . These projects were grounded in the view that the consequences of the massive movement of people during the 1970s into the urban areas of southern Finland were crystallized in the suburbs and most particularly (and even exceptionally) so in the local pubs. Within the local pubs, we focused on one exceptional group, a male community consisting of regulars. The ethnographic analysis of this group was a prism for studying the changing living conditions in the surrounding community.
So the concern was with rather broad, structural issues. (1977, 1978 (1977, 1978) suggested, and Corrigan and Willis (1980) This lead me to a series of case studies where I studied people with and without a drinking problem, the way they organized and made sense of their lives, and how their relationship to alcoholic drinks could be understood in that larger context. At that point I thought that by studying people at different &dquo;stages&dquo;-in ordinary life, alcoholism treatment institutions, or in self-help groups-I could grasp alcoholism as a process of identity transformation.
However, practical problems made me give up that idea. Because of securing the privacy of their clients, the treatment institution I had chosen could not give me the names of the clients. Neither could I interview the clients myself, because the therapists thought that it would have interrupted the therapy relationship. However, we agreed that at the first encounter with the clinic, some of the clients could be interviewed by using a narrative interview method in which they told their life story Thus, instead of following up these individuals, I decided to conduct similar interviews among &dquo;ordinary&dquo; people in other settings.
New thoughts provoked by empirical observations also made me realize that with my initial idea of an &dquo;alcoholization process,&dquo; I was still very much in the spell of alcoholism as a taken-for-granted category or disease, and of alcoholization as a modern myth (as self-criticism, see Alasuutari, 1992, pp. 49-56) . Instead of retelling the myth, picturing it with new details provided by the case studies, I wanted to spot the myth of alcoholism in the material itself and in the way people talk about drinking and drinking problems; I wanted to understand how notions and theories of drinking problems are part of social reality and structure it.
When writing the final report, I realized that I could formulate the main argument in these studies into a cultural theory of alcoholism (Alasuutari, 1992 (Garfinkel, 1984) or lay theories. Instead, one studies the rules of interpretation &dquo;members&dquo; use, or the frames (Goffman, 1974) or discourses (Foucault, 1980) within which they (and we) make sense of situations and phenomena. This means that one takes a one-step distance from the members' perspective, not by arguing that it is narrow or incorrect, but by studying how it works in constituting social realities. Theories are thus deconstructions of the way in which we construct realities and social conditions and ourselves as subjects in those realities. They cannot compete with lay thinking, because their very objective is to make sense of it in its various forms and in different instances. Gubrium and Holstein's (1990) book What is Family is a good example of this approach. Instead of trying to achieve a generally valid definition of the family and its role in society, it studies the role of language in the social construction of family, the ways in which family members themselves define family through ongoing discourse about roles, rules, and daily activities.
By subscribing to the ethnomethodological point that a researcher should not compete with &dquo;common sense,&dquo; I do not mean that cultural theory should provide us with a divine perspective, detached from the petty concerns of ordinary life. Instead, the whole point in cultural theorizing is its potential for self-reflection in society, and qualitative analysis is particularly suitable for such a purpose (Gubrium & Holstein, 1995, p. 219 
